Halupka & Halupka (1998) cite two major errors in Kleindorfer et al. (1996) : sampling error and the reasoning behind the chick reaction hypothesis.
Sampling Error
Although Halupka & Halupka (1998) use the term sampling error, it seems that they are actually addressing analysis error. By definition, sampling error refers to any bias in sampling that influences the reliability, validity or objectivity of a sample (see Lienert 1986), but there is no bias in data gathering that we could establish. We assume that Halupka & Halupka are referring to sampling error resulting from repeated trials at each nest, which could lead to habituation or increased risk taking given prior predator experiences. We based our methods on the results of a methodological review by Weatherhead (1989) , who determined that the method of repeated observer approaches is appropriate for studying nest defence. Clearly, this topic deserves continued and detailed scrutiny given the widespread use of the observer approach method. Our data are insufficient to provide a rigorous analysis of this potential source of bias.
Concerning Halupka & Halupka's criticism of Fig. 1 in Kleindorfer et al. (1996) , which shows the frequency of alarm calls for all nests, we agree that it is generally more prudent to control for potentially confounding factors such as nest, time of year and parental condition if the aim is to explore statistically which factors influence the frequency of alarm calls. However, we never offered any statistics with these results (the statistics were in relation to averages per nest). Our aim in Fig. 1 was to present the general pattern of alarm calling, which is similar for many passerines (reviewed in Montgomerie & Weatherhead 1988) . The main aim of the paper was to investigate the day of onset of sequential alarm calling, calculated as a percentage for all nests, not the absolute frequency of calls. In fact, we never explored the frequency of alarm calling in the experimental data analysis. The emphasis of the paper shifted from the general pattern observed (Fig. 1) to a more detailed analysis of the time-dependent probability of both parental alarm calling and chick reactions during controlled predator placements near the nest. The time-frame for analysis also shifted: whereas Fig. 1 showed the results for 1-h behavioural observations, the remainder of the paper used a 2-min time-frame for an experimental set-up. As a general note, any discussion of intensity needs a specific reference to the timeframe used in the analysis (i.e. number of calls per time unit). In our case, this consideration prohibits a direct comparison between frequencies per h ( Fig. 1) and frequencies per min. Most importantly, however, no data were presented on the frequency of alarm calling per min. This is an interesting point for future investigation, namely the relation between calling probability and calling intensity. We believe that intensity reflects, for example, brood value and perceived risk, whereas the probability of calling may be more directly related to cues that elicit calling (e.g. chick behaviour, predator behaviour).
Halupka & Halupka (1998) did detect a serious problem in our data analysis which we are aware of, and did explicitly describe. As stated in the methods and quoted by Halupka & Halupka (1998) , we used three nests where parent and chick behaviour had changed during the observation period from 'no parent calls/no chicks jump' to 'parent calls/chicks jump' (in all other cases the categories did not change within a trial). For the
